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TUESDAY, MAY 26, 1953 


House oF REPRESENTATIVES, 
CoMMITTEE ON AGRICULTURE, 
Washington, D. C. 

The committee met at 10:10 a. m., pursuant to notice, in room 
1310, New House Office Building, Hon. William S. Hill, presiding. 

Present: Representatives Hill (presiding), Harvey, MelIntire, 
Golden, Williams, King, Harrison, Wampler, Albert, Polk, Sutton, 
Wheeler, and Thompson. 

Mr. Hitt. The committee will come to order. Mr. Hope, the 
chairman of the committee, found it impossible because of another 
hearing to be present. So I am calling the committee to order. 
He will be along in a little while. The purpose of this hearing is to 
consider H. R. 3895. A member of our committee, Mr. Melntire, 
of Maine, is the author of the bill. This bill would extend to the 
potato producers the same Government services now available to 
producers of vegetables and fruits. In Public Law 320, passed by 
the 74th Congress, there was provided a fund which the Secretary of 
Agriculture may at his discretion use to assist in the effective mer- 
chandizing of perishable commodities during periods of abundant sup- 
ply and low prices. These are known as section 32 funds. 

Then in section 5 of Public Law 471, 81st Congress, potatoes 
specifically were taken out of this program. They were written off, 
in other words. So H. R. 3895 would remove this legislation. In 
other words, this legislation would restore the benefits that potatoes 
formerly received from section 32 funds and permit the potato industry 
to bring its problems to the Secretary of Agriculture in the usual way 
and receive all the services and all the possibilities and programs that 
the Secretary of Agriculture might have for fruits and vegetables. 
That just about sums it up. 

(H. R. 3895 is as follows:) 


[H. R. 3895, 83d Cong., Ist sess.] 
A BILL To amend the Agricultural Act of 1949 and Public Law 471, Eighty-first Congress 


Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States of 
America in Congress assembled, That section 201 of the Agricultural Act of 1949 is 
amended— 

(a) by deleting the words “Irish potatoes”’, 
and 

(b) by deleting the words ‘“‘and early, intermediate, and late Lrish potatoes,” 
from subsection (b) thereof, and adding the word “‘and’”’ between the words 
“nuts,” and “honey” in said subsection. 

Sec. 2. Section 5 of the Act of March 31, 1950, Public Law 471, Eighty-first 
Congress, is repealed. 


from the first sentence thereof; 


Mr. Hitu. We have a list of witnesses. I might say to the witnesses 
before they begin that the House meets at 11 o’clock. There will be 


1 
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about four roll calls and it will be impossible to continue the hearing 
after 11 o'clock. 

At this point in the record I would like to insert a communication 
from the Secretary of Agriculture concerning H. R. 3895. 

The letter from the Secretary of Agriculture is as follows: ) 


May 25, 1953 

Hon. Crirrorp R. Hops, 
Chairman, Commiattee on i gric uture, 
House of Representatives. 


ré 


Dear Mr. Horr: This is in reply to your request of April 21, 1953, for a report 

Ht. R. 3895, a bill to amend the Agricultural Act of 1949 and Public Law 471, 
Sist Congress. The bill amends the act by deleting the words “Irish potatoes”’ 
ind “‘and early, intermediate, and late Irish potatoes’’ from section 201. It 
also repeals section 5 of the act of March 31, 1950 (Public Law 471, 81st Cong 

Under present legislation potatoes are the only agricultural commodity for 
vhich any type of price-support assistance, including both CCC and section 32 
ds, is specifically denied by law. This results from the fact that such assistance 
is prohibited for potatoes unless marketing quotas are in effect, and no marketing 
quota legislation for potatoes has been enacted. Potatoes would be taken out. 
f this specific category by H. R. 3895 and would be placed under title III of the 
\gricultural Act of 1949 with the other agricultural commodities for which price 
support is not mandatory. 

Potatoes are one of the most important field crops and normally rank about 
sixth in terms of cash receipts, exceeded only by cotton, wheat, corn, tobacco, 


and soybeans. Cash receipts to farmers for 1952 crop of potatoes are estimated 
at $577 million Market conditions for the 1953 crop cannot be accurately pre- 
dicted at this time, because the planting season for the late crop, which comprises 
about 75 pereent of the production, is only now under way. Therefore, the 
planted acreage and prospective yield per acre which will determine the total 
production is not presently known. However, acreage for the early commercial 
erop which is now being marketed was increased by 29 percent above last year, 
and prices are substantially lower than a year ago. The average price received 


by farmers for potatoes on April 15 was 82 percent of parity and a further decline 
n prices has taken place since then as the volume of marketings has increased. 


| 

There is no basis at this time for predicting what specific action, if any might 
be taken with respect to the 1953 potato crop or for future crops under the dis- 
( nary authority provided by this bill, since such action will depend upon 
circumstances existing at that time. 

It would be the Department’s basie approach to treat potatoes the same as 
other fresh fruits and vegetables for which purchase and diversion programs are 
conducted when the situation warrants such action. 4 support program for 


potatoes at specific prices or specific percentages of parity requiring the use of 
CCC funds is not contemplated, but instead activities financed with section 32 
inds may be conducted as warranted by existing production, supply, and market- 
noe liy 1 

ng conditions 


The factors set forth in the Agricultural Act of 1949 for consideration prior 


to adopting any discretionary price-support operation would be of paramount 
importanee in determining the type of action, if any,that might be taken on 
potatoes Because of the characteristics of potatoes these factors normally 
would limit significantly any purchase or diversion operations. Ability to dis- 
pose of stocks acquired represents one of the most significant limitations, because 


only relatively small quantities can be diverted to other outlets without incurring 
substantial monetary losses. School-lunch outlets are not of significant benefit 
in disposing of surplus potatoes because of the limited potential increase in the 

tilization of potatoes in such feeding programs. Substantial compliance with 
production guides as a prerequisite for section 32 price assistance for other fresh 
tables has been used as a standard of the ability and willingness of producers 
to keep supplies in line with demand. It is anticipated that this same procedure 
regarding production guides would be followed for potatoes. It is also believed 
that the Department should not undertake the purchase or diversion of mer- 
chantable potatoes in a production area to relieve a surplus condition, while at the 
same time culls or other less desirable potatoes were being shipped to market 
from that area However, specific operations that might be adopted would also 
be dependent upon the supply, market, and price situation, availability of funds, 
and other pertinent considerations in existence at the time. 

This, Department recommends that the bill be passed 
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The Bureau of the Budget advises that, from the standpoint of the program 

of the President, there is no objection to the submission of this report. 
Sincerely yours, 
K. T. Benson, Secretary. 

Mr. Hiiu. The first witness will be George Grange, Assistant to 
the Director of the Fruit and Vegetable Branch, PMA, representing 
the Department of Agriculture. 

Mr. McIntire. Mr. Chairman, I have a statement I would like 
to put in the record at this point, if I may, by reading it. It is very 
short. 

Mr. Hitxi. Without objection you may read it. 


STATEMENT OF HON. CLIFFORD G. McINTIRE, MEMBER OF 
CONGRESS FROM THE THIRD CONGRESSIONAL DISTRICT OF 
MAINE 


Mr. McIntire. Irish potatoes are one of the major food items 
produced on American farms. Nearly every State of the union 
produces Irish potatoes for commercial markets. In 1952 the total 
value of potato production was $687,101,000 and the total value of 
sales, $577,345,000. It is easy to see that potato production makes a 
major contribution to America’s agricultural economy. The Agri- 
cultural Act of 1949 placed potatoes under title I] as one of the 
designated nonbasic commodities. Title I of this act applies to the 
so-called basic commodities and title 11] makes provision for all 
other commodities not included under either title I or title I]. See- 
tion 5 of Public Law 741, 81st Congress, specilically legislates potatoes 
out of the applicable features of the act of 1949, of section 32 of Public 
Law 320, 74th Congress, and of section 22 of the Agricultural Adjust- 
ment Act-of 1933, as amended. 

The purpose of this legislation is to remove what, in the opinion of 
the author of the bill, appears to be discriminatory legislation. Pas- 
sage of H. R. 3895 will repeal section 5 of Public Law 741, 81st Con- 
gress, and will remove Irish potatoes from title II and bring them into 
the broad group representing all other commodities covered in title 
I11 of the act of 1949. This legislation is not designed to institute a 
price support program for Lrish potatoes, for discretionary authority 
will rest with the Seer¢ tary of Agriculture. If this legislation is acted 
upon favorably, potsto producers will have a legal basis equivalent 
to producers of other perishable commodities, enabling them to work 
with the Secretary of Agriculture relative to basic problems of the 
industry. In summary, then, the purpose of this legislation is to re- 
flect, legislative equity over the broad range of those engaged in the 
production of fresh fruits and vegetables. 


Mr. Hint. Thank you, Mr. McIntire. Now, Mr. Grange. 


STATEMENT OF GEORGE R. GRANGE, ASSISTANT TO THE DIREC- 
TOR, FRUIT AND VEGETABLE BRANCH, PRODUCTION AND 
MARKETING ADMINISTRATION, UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT 
OF AGRICULTURE 


Mr. Grance. My name is George Grange, Assistant to the Direc- 
tor of the Fruit and Vegetable Branch. I have a prepared statement 
of the Department’s position on this bill. I would like to read it, 
if | may. Then naturally we will be available to answer any questions 
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that the Chairman or the members of the committee may have. In 
addition, Mr. A. E. Mercker from the Department is here with me; 
and at the desire of the committee at any time, he will be available 
to answer general questions concerning the potato industry or any 
other phases in which you may be interested. 

At present potatoes are the only agricultural commodity which 
are prohibited by law from receiving any type of price support 
assistance. Potatoes would be taken out of their special category 
by this bill and would be placed in title III of the Agricultural Act 
of 1949 with the other agricultural commodities for which price 
support is not mandatory. 

‘he action would restore potatoes to the same position as the 
other fruits and vegetables for the first time since 1942. Potatoes 
were a “Steagall’’ commodity from 1942 through 1948 with manda- 
tory price support of 90 percent of parity; they were a “designated 


nonbasie commodity” during 1949 and 1950 with mandatory price 
support of 60 to 90 percent of parity; a1 d since 1951 potatoes have 
been barred from any type of price assistance. It is the Depart- 


ment’s opinion that this action of restoring potatoes to a comparable 
position with the other fruits and vegetables is reasonable and 
justified. 

Potatoes are one of the most important field crops and normally 
rank about sixth in terms of cash receipts, exceeded only by cotton, 
wheat, corn, tobacco, and sovbeans. The cash receipts to farmers 
for the 1952 crop of potatoes are estimated at $577 million. The 
1950 Census reported that 1,650,000 farms—or about one out of 
every three farms im the United States—produced potatoes. How- 
ever, most of these farms raised potatoes only for home use and 


30,789 farms, representing only 2 percent of those growing potatoes, 
produced 83 percent of the total oe. Planted acreage has declined 
sharply during recent years, and in 1952 was 1,350,000 acres, which 


is about one-half the level of 10 aaais ago. This should be 1,400,000 
rather than 1,350,000 acres, which is the harvested acreage figure. 

During the same period yields have increased sharply, and in 1950 
averaged 249 bushels per acre, which was about 80 percent higher 
than the level of 10 years ago. There has been a gradual decline in 
the consumption of potatoes per capita for the past 40 years and 
currently it averages about 100 pounds per person per year. Because 
of this decline in consumption, the total yearly potato requirements 
now are just about the same as they were 40 years ago despite the 
fact that there 60 million more people in the U nited States. 

There is no basis at this time for predicting what action, if any, 
might be taken with respect to the 1953 potato crop or for future 
crops under the discretionary authority provided by this bill. It 
would be the Department’s basic approach to treat potatoes the same 
as other fresh fruits and vegetables for which purchase and diversion 
programs are conducted when the situation warrants such action. In 
this respect it is not contemplated that any support level at specific 
prices or specific percentages of parity would be adopted or that CCC 
funds would be used for a potato price support program. Instead it 
is contemplated that any activities under the provisions of this bill 
would be financed with section 32 funds and that the degree and nature 
of any price assistance would be dependent upon the existing produc- 
tion, supply and market conditions. 
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The eight factors set forth in the Agricultural Act of 1949 for con- 
sideration by the Secretary prior to adopting any discretionary price 
support operation will, of course, be of paramount importance in 
determining any action on potatoes. Because of the characteristics 
of potatoes, these factors normally would limit significantly any 
purchase or diversion operations of potatoes. Under a discretionary 
program purchase by the Department for storage would not be 
contemplated and a maximum limitation on volume would be repre- 
sented by the capacity of useful and effective secondary outlets. 
This would be in line with the provision of one of these eight factors 
which relates to the ability of the Department to dispose of stocks 
acquired under such price support activities. 

Potatoes have limited dollar value except for food or seed, and 
therefore only relatively small quantities can be diverted to other 
outlets under a Government program without incurring substantial 
monetary losses. The largest quantity of potatoes diverted to nonfood 
uses under section 32 programs prior to World War II was 15 million 
bushels for starch and livestock feed in 1940. The diversion payment 
that year averaged 15 cents per bushel and the total cost of the pro- 
gram was $2,200,000. 

It is questionable whether the donation of potatoes to schools and 
eleemosynary institutions would constitute an effective use of section 
32 funds or would be of genuine benefit to producers. Experience has 
demonstrated that an actual increase in the utilization of potatoes by 
the schools and institutions is difficult to obtain under the distribution 
program. Since potatoes are one of the low-cost items which are 
normally featured in institutional menus, there is not the same degree 
of potential net increase in utilization because of the distribution 
program as there is for most food items. The Department would 
want to investigate the situation carefully prior to initiating any 
potato purchase or diversion operations in order to select those 
disposition outlets which would be the most effective in broadening 
the markets or utilization channels available to the producers. 

The ability and willingness of producers to keep supplies in line 
with demand is a significant factor in determining the discretionary 
action to be taken by the Department on a particular commodity. 
Again this is 1 of the 8 factors listed, as you know, in the Agricultural 
Act of 1949. Production guides for commercial vegetables have been 
issued for the past several years. The Department has restricted 
section 32 purchases or diversion operations for these vegetables to 
areas which have complied substantially with the planted acreage 
recommendations contained in these production guides. This pro- 
cedure reflects the viewpoint that bailout assistance programs should 
not be extended to relieve surplus conditions which are caused by 
unreasonable overplanting on the part of growers in a given produc- 
tion area. Large fluctuations in planted acreage from year to year 
are characteristic of the vegetable industry as growers attempt to 
capitalize on high prices which existed for the preceding crop. The 
production guides offer a means of presenting the Department’s 
appraisal of the acreage and production needed to meet anticipated 
requirements for the coming season at reasonable prices to producers. 
It is anticipated that the same procedure regarding production guides 
would be followed for potatoes. 


34671—53——_2 
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Mr. Grance. Undoubt vy, s Those farms that are growing 
only a small acreage ol potatoes, il they al mmercial farming 


operation, are producing some other com: s. In many in- 
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stances it could well be one of the basic commodities that is being 
produced primarily. 

Mr. Atsert. They may be supported crops, whether basic or not 

Mr. Granep. That is right. In most instances—of course we do 
not have records on this—I believe that the smaller, so-called non- 
commercial potato farm is what we think of as a general farm in many 
vases. Jt may have corn or dairy products or other livestock enter- 
prises aS we tl as that field ¢ rop 

Mr. Ausertr. The law was changed to strike potatoes completely 
out of the price support program because of the difficulties which 
developed in administering the program. It seems to me that it 


went too far. There was a reaction with a vengenance against the 
potato program. 1 would not go along with putting potatoes back in 
as a Steagall commodity or something of that sort. It looks to me as 


if this bill is a pretty good approac ‘h to the proble m. 

Mr. GRANGE. Basical ly I think that is the way the Department 
views the thing, too. 

Mr. Hinu. Mr. McIntire? 

Mr. McIntire. Mr. Grange, I was wondering if you would concur 
with this general statement, that it is the position of the Department 
that anything which might be done in even a monor degree will be 
contingent upon the potato producers showing evidence of helping 
themselves, and that this bill will perhaps authorize the Secretary, 
once he is compl tely satisfied that the industry is working construc- 
tively to a solution of its own probelms, to bring into play such facili- 
ties as are available to all other producers that bring a problem to 
him and show justification for any program which they may outline 
to him. 

Is that the basic — of the Department? And it will be incum- 
bent upon the industry to put its own house in order before he will 
be justified in assisting with any of the vehicles at his disposal. 

Mr. Granee. I would say that that is the basic viewpoint of the 
Department, Mr. McIntire. I believe, of course, if a segment of 
the potato industry in a particular production area could show that, 
on their own efforts and initiative, they were able to take care of 
this situation very well, then, of course, that in itself would not be a 
justification for any direct governmental action, because none would 
be needed. On the other hand, in order to encourage and get some- 
thing started, it may well be in the beginning that — type of 
activity under the discretionary authority that would be authorized 
by this bill could be fitted in very well, perhaps, as a minor portion 
of what they were actually doing. That in itself would not be the 
major activity or would be expected to carry the major part of the 
load, and what the industry might be doing would be more or less 
secondary. I think the emphasis will be the other way around, 
that what the industry should be doing should be the primary thing; 
and if in working out within that framework something could be 
done here, I think that very careful consideration would be given to 
the adoption of some program under this authority. 

Mr. Hint. Mr. Sutton? 

Mr. Surron. Mr. Grange, back to this 2 percent Mr. Albert was 
asking you about. This bill would affect only 2 percent of the potato 
growers, then, would it not? 

Mr. Grance. No, sir. 
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ance activities tor potatoes is the merchar lising and grading programs 
n followed in the differ t production areas hese activities 
should represent a cooperative effort on the part of both the Depart- 
the producers in this I am referring to the possible price- 
assistance activity. It should be a cooperative venture. Surplus 
removal of a seas ynal, perisha le item thi ugh Government purchase 
or diversion programs offers onl temporars reef to a current situa 
ion. Therefore. in the interest of working tow ird a longer term goa! 
or solution, the contribution ol yrroducers and shippe rs 1n the { fo rm of 
improved erading and marketing practices should be given appre priate 
consideration in the development of any direct price-assistance opera- 
tions. For exan iple, diversion of the less desirable grades and sizes 
o} potatoes to pact he uses nor! ally constitutes the most desirable 
surpl is removal type Of operation, but cooperation 1 the industry is 


: : 
necessary in order to make it eliective. 


Some of the major production areas have found that marketing 
agreements and orders provide a means of assisting the producers 
in steps in improving the quality of 
n addition there are active quality - 
improvement programs being carried on in other areas by produce: 
and shipp er groups an | associations. Marketing agreements and 
orders incurred some disfavor in certain production areas after World 
War II because of their tie-in with the old price-support program and 
were viewed primarily as a price-support tool which was dropped 
when that program ended. The method of improving the wed of 


and shippers to carry out cert: 


potatoes shipped to ma ket. 


potatoes being shipped to market is of secondary importance as long 
as it is effective and is su por ted by the producers and shippers in 
the production area However, it is believed that the Department 
should not undertake the purchase or diversion of merchantable 
potatoes in a production area to relieve a surplus condition if, at the 
same time, culls or other less desirable potatoes were being shipped 
from that area to its commercial markets. 

The foregoing statements outline briefly the Department’s reasons 
for recommending the passage of this bill and its interpretation of 
some of the major factors to be taken into consideration in the formu- 
lation of any price assistance activity for potatoes. Specific opera- 
tions, of course, would also es dependent upon the supply, market 
and price situation, availability of funds, general economic conditions, 
and other pertinent considerations in existence at the time. 

Mr. Hint. Thank you, Mr. Grange. Now we will have some 
questions, beginning at my right. Mr. Belcher, any questions? 

Mr. Betcuer. I do not believe I have any. 

Mr. Hinu. Mr. Albert? 

Mr. Ausert. Mr. Grange, you say 2 percent of the farms grow 83 
per ‘ent of the commercial crop. Yet in all probability the other 98 
percent of the potato-producing farms produce something else that is 
covered by price supports. Is that not right? Wheat farmers may 
produce potatoes for their own use, yet they produce a_ basic 
commodity. 

Mr. GrancGe. Undoubtedly, sir. Those farms that are growing 
only a small acreage of potatoes, if they are a commercial farming 
operation, are producing some other commodities. In many in- 


] 
| 
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stances it could well be one of the basic commodities that is being 
produced primarily. 

Mr. Atsert. They may be supported crops, whether basic or not 

Mr. Granar. That is right. In most instances—of course we do 
not have records on this—I believe that the smaller, so-called non- 
commercial potato farm is what we think of as a general farm in many 
cases. Jlt may have corn or dairy products or other livestock enter- 
prises as well as that field crop. 

Mr. Auspert. The law was changed to strike potatoes completely 
out of the price support program because of the difficulties which 
developed in administering the program. It seems to me that it 
went too far. There was a reaction with a vengenance against the 
potato program. 1 would not go along with putting potatoes back in 
as a Steagall commodity or something of that sort. It looks to me as 
if this billis a pretty ood approach to the problem. 

Mr. Granee. Basically I think that is the way the Department 
views the thing, too. 

Mr. Hiri. Mr. McIntire? 

Mr. McIntire. Mr. Grange, I was wondering if you would concur 
with this general statement, that it is the position of the Department 
that anything which might be done in even a monor degree will be 
contingent upon the potato producers showing evidence of helping 
themselves, and that this bill will perhaps authorize the Secretary, 
once he is completely satisfied that the industry is working construc- 
tively to a solution of its own probelms, to bring into play such facili 
ties as are available to all other producers that bring a problem to 
him and show justification for any program which they may outline 
to him. 

Is that the basic position of the Department? And it will be incum- 
bent upon the industry to put its own house in order before he will 
be justified in assisting with any of the vehicles at his disposal. 

Mr. GranGe. | would say that that is the basic viewpoint of the 
Department, Mr. McIntire. I believe, of course, if a segment of 
the potato industry in a particular production area could show that, 
on their own efforts and initiative, they were able to take care of 
this situation very well, then, of course, that in itself would not be a 
justification for any direct governmental action, because none would 
be needed. On the other hand, in order to encourage and get some- 
thing started, it may well be in the beginning that some type of 
activity under the discretionary authority that would be authorized 
by this bill could be fitted in very well, perhaps, as a minor portion 
of what they were actually doing. That in itself would not be the 
major activity or would be expected to carry the major part of the 
load, and what the industry might be doing would be more or less 
secondary. I think the emphasis will be the other way around, 
that what the industry should be doing should be the primary thing; 
and if in working out within that framework something could be 
done here, I think that very careful consideration would be given to 
the adoption of some program under this authority. 

Mr. Hiui. Mr. Sutton? 

Mr. Surron. Mr. Grange, back to this 2 percent Mr. Albert was 
asking you about. This bill would affect only 2 percent of the potato 
growers, then, would it not? 

Mr. GraNnGeE. No, sir. 








LH 


POTATOES 


Mr. Surron. How would it affect the other 98 or 100 percent? 

Mr. GrancGe. This 2 percent are these 30,789 farms that grew, 
according to the 1950 census, 10 acres or more of potatoes. Now, 
there are a number of farms of less than 10 acres of potatoes, in 
certain sections in particular, that in terms of supplementing their 
cash income—or in many cases it may still represent the major 
portion of their cash income—where the potato market or price 
level on potatoes for that area for their crop is of fundamental 
importance to them. So it would not be right to construe this 30,789 
farms as being the only ones that might be affected. 

Mr. Surron. In case the Government were to buy some more 
potatoes like they did, those small fellows you are talking aes the 
other 98 percent, would not be the recipients of any taxpayers’ money 
then, would they? It would just be the 2 percent actually, ‘the ones 
who are selling to the Government because of the surplus of production 
over 10 acres. Is that not correct? 

Mr. GranGe. As I say, sir, there are those who have less than the 
10 acres. You do not eat 10 acres of potatoes if vou have 8 acres. 
You are growing potatoes for a commercial market. Now, in com- 
parison with someone with a larger acreage, yours is relatively small, 
but you — potatoes for sale from that 8 acres. 

Mr. Surron. That is true, too. 

Mr. «ates Perhaps you are selling 75 percent of what you 
grow, sir. 

Mr. Surron. But the man who produces 10 acres of potatoes 
usually never goes under price support, though, does he?—going 
back to the time when it was under price support. 

Mr. Grance. No; that was not true, if you want to talk about 
the old price-support program. Anyone that grew potatoes for sale 
could offer them for sale to the Department if he were eligible and 
met the various conditions that we had at different times. The 
only acreage distinction that was ever introduced into the old potato 
price-support program was in connection with our acreage allotments, 
whereby we established individual farm acreage allotments starting 
in 1947, the last 4 vears of the program, for those farms that grew 
more than 3 acres of potatoes. Those that grew less than 3 acres 
were still eligible and could sell, but the Department did not go 
through the work of trying to establish individual farm acreage allot- 
ments down to the minor tenths of acres, and so forth, that would 
have been involved in the vast number of farms that would have 
been affected. But everybody was eligible that met the conditions 
of the program. 

Mr. Surron. Another statement vou make here: 

They were a “designated nonbasie commodity” during 1949 and 1950 with 
mandatory price support of 60 to 90 percent of parity. 

Do you have the figures at your command where you can tell us 
what that price-support program cost the last year it was in effect? 

Mr. Grance. If 1 may look at this table, I can give it to you, sir. 

Mr. Surron. The reason I asked that, we saw so much in the papers 
at the time we were discussing this potato situation before the com- 
mittee before about how much it cost to burn potatoes and pour gaso- 
line on them, and so forth. I just wanted to correct the record on 
what it would be. 
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Mr. Granece. For the 1950 crop, which was the last vear of price 
support, the net loss to the Department was $65,122,000. 

Mr. Surron. 1949? 

Mr. GranGe. $80,534,600. 

Mr. Surron. 1948? 

Mr. GRANGE. $223,092,000. 

Mr. Surron. 1947? 

Mr. Granor. We had a relatively short crop that year, sir. That 
was $55,906,000. 

Mr. Surron. That was, of course, back into the mandatory price 
support of 60 to 90 percent. How much do vou figure this will cost 
under this bill should you take into consideration the eighth point in 
the program, and put it under support? 

Mr. Grance. I do not believe that I could give a specific figure, sir, 
as to it. 

Mr. Surron. Do vou think it would cost as much as eggs or butter? 

Mr. Granee. I would not be qualified to speak regarding the other 
commodities. 

Mr. AuBert. It would not need to cost anything, would it, if 
you administered it tightly? 

Mr. Granae. If no activities are adopted, of course, the cost would 
be zero. 

Mr. Surron. That is under conditions, of course, that the producer 
cooperates; but, of course, the producer will not cooperate, as you 
know, if you have price-support programs. The old human-nature 
element enters in there. ae is going to raise as much as he can to get 
as much money out of it as he can. So it actually is going to cost 
a 

Mr. Grance. I am very confident of this. The cost would be 
nominal in comparison with the cost of the old pric e-support program 

Mr. Surron. When you speak of “nominal,” approximately what 
do you mean there? What is a nominal figure? 

Mr. Graneae. I cannot give you that. 

Mr. Surron. Would it cost $10 million a year? 

Mr. Grane@r. $10 million a year under this type of program would 
envisage a rather large-scale program, sir. 

Mr. Surron. The largest amount under the old program was $223 
million; was it not? 

Mr. Granae. | do not think you can draw a comparison with the 
$223 million, sir, because that is so foreign to the type of thing that 
might be adopted under this. 

Mr. Surron. Under this program it could go to that extent, though, 
could it not? This could go to the 60 to 90 percent if the Secretary 
in his discretion wanted it to. 

Mr. Granae. I believe theoretically, according to the terms of the 
present legislation, if the funds were available you could establish a 
specific price support level of whatever you w anted to carry it. As | 
stated in my written statement, sir, it is not the intention of the 
Department to establish any support level at a specific price or a 
specific percentage of parity. 

Mr. Surron. But this year when the price support is set, before the 
next year’s crop, actually you could have a more bountiful crop than 
you would expect when you set the price support. 
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Nir (FRANGI oir, | do not believe if 1s contemplated by the De- 
partment that any specific level of parity or any specific nature of the 
type of program that might be adopted would be announced in advance 
ot a crop 

Mr. Surron. You would have to announce it before harvesting 
time, an how, wo ild you not ; 

Mr. GranGre. Not necessarily, sir. Certainly on a late crop— 
speaking now for myself, because this subject has not been discussed 
by my superiors—but on the late crop where it is a storage problem I 
woul | say you would not want to de ‘termine until you had the crop 
harvested and you knew what you had and knew what the market 
conditions were; and then if you decided to do anything, you could do 
a much better job than trying to do it in advance. 

Mr. Hiri. Mr. Golden, any questions? 

Mr. Go.tpren. No. 

Mr. Hinu. Mr. Polk? 

Mr. Pox. I was just going to ask Mr. McIntire if he had checked 
with the growers in Ohio and other States. Are they all agreeable to 
this legislation? I have a good many potato growers in my district, 
and I have not heard a word from them one way or the other. 

Mr. McIntire. In reply to that, Mr. Polk, I have notified the Ohio 
Potato Association of this hearing. Since that time [ have talked with 
the secretary of the potato group, the industry group there, and they 
have not indicated any opposition to it. I talked with him personally 
within the last 10 days. 

Mr. Hiiu. I would say, Mr. McIntire, there is a witness from Ohio 
later on in the hearing. Mr. Williams? 

Mr. Winuiams. No. 

Mr. Hitt. Mr. Thompson? 

Mr. THomeson. No. 

Mr. Hiti. Mr. King? 

Mr. Kine. Apparently from your statement and from Mr. Me- 
Intire’s earlier statement, the strength of this bill is in the fact that 
it eliminates discrimination, all vegetable crops being more or less 
subject now to the provision that the Department can step in and aid, 
but not on potatoes. Of course on that basis I think there is some 
justice to this bill. It simply puts it on the same basis as other vege- 
tables. What other vegetables are currently being aided by these 
funds? 

Mr. Granoe. Currently there are none, Mr. King. 

Mr. King. Do you know of any line of vegetables that has had 
this support in the past where it has solved the problems of growers 
wr the industry to any degree—let us say any better than an outright 
gift of cash to the needy would solve the problem? 

Mr. Granoe. If you add “to any degree,” as you did, Mr. King, 
I think I would make the answer in the affirmative, yes, I think it has 
been of assistance under certain types of conditions and periods of 
time. 

Mr. Kiya. Will you tell me how the Government can possibly 
inject intself into the handling of a perishable crop and help the 
industry by purchase programs and putting money into the deal, 
except as you rescue a farmer who has, let, us say, overspeculated, 
and to that degree, perhaps the Government has stimulated the con- 
tinuance of production not neé ded? How can that be a solution of 
the problems that exist in the perishable industry generally? 
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Mr. Grance. Mr. King, that relates back in a sense to one of the 
sections in my prepared statement relating to the fact that we do 
not feel this tvpe of thing should be used as a bailout assistance pro- 
cram; that that is one reason why in the postwar period certainly there 
have been relatively little section 32 operations on fresh vegetables. 
By and large the producers have been able to adjust annually their 
production to the extent needed to meet their market requirements 
and by and large thev have had a fairly successful operation. This 
present vear, as an illustration, some of the commodity groups have 
gone a little overboard, you might say; and that is one primary reason 
why we have not taken any action on this year’s crop. In the past we 
have on fresh vegetables had a little bit of difference than we have on 
potatoes the degree is the principal thing; it is different, sir—in that 


we have usually a number of production areas growing the same com- 
modities, carrots, cabbage, onions, what have you. You can have 
through weather conditions an overlapping in the marketing of those 


periods where it is no fault of the producer or the industry concerned 
at all. 

Mr. Kine. Why do you use the word “fault”? They are in the 
business knowing of all the normal hazards of weather and production 
in these vegetable deals. It is purely a question of misjudgment. 
lf itis any body ’s fault, it is their fault. 

Mr. Graneoe. Their fault in this sense, Mr. King, that normally 
they would have a market period where they could handle a given 
amount of production; but because of weather conditions their crop 
matures 2 weeks earlier, it cannot stay in the ground; it has to be 
moved when it is ready. Then it is being marketed in competition 
with an area that normally would have been out of the way before 
they came in. 

With the oversupply that causes, of course, the prices are gvoing 
to be extremely low, because on a fresh perishable vegetable it has 
to move when it is ready to go to market. That is the sense that I 
was using when | said through no fault of their own they were not 
responsible for that market condition. 

Mr. Kina. Is that not strictly a normal hazard of the business? 

Mr. GRANGE. It is one of the hazards of the business, Mr. King; 
yes, sir, 

Mr. Kine. Do you think the Government should come in and 
spend money in rescuing vegetable producers that find themselves 
in that situation? 

Mr. Granae. I think under certain circumstances, Mr. King, 
that that is a hazard and can have effects that will continue so much 
longer than the actual oversupply itself that perhaps there is justifi- 
cation for some governmental action. 

Mr. Kine. Has there not been more or less a constant oversupply 
of most lines of vegetables, and do we not have, constantly and always 
have had, a potential supply far beyond what the people can consume? 

Mr. Graner. Not that is produced, sir. [If they wanted to expand 
their acreage considerably, the potential, | guess, would be there; 
but not in terms of what actually is produced has there been a constant 
oversupply of most vegetables. 

Mr. Kine. If there is not any constant oversupply, the market 
takes care of itself and it keeps them in business by reason of the profit 


the \ make on a short supply crop, does it not? 
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Mr. Grance. If there is not a constant oversupply, yes, sir. 

Mr. Kine. The Department would not step in and put these funds 
into the hands of growers who have a short crop and a good market? 

Mr. GranGe. I would not believe there would be any justification 
for doing that. 

Mr. Kina. So the use of this money, then, is always applied to the 
aid of overproduction and to avoid the normal marketing penalty of 
overproduction which becomes an operating loss; and, therefore, in- 
stead of letting the supply adjust itself, as it should in a free economy, 
the Government comes along and puts money into the deal to those 
farmers who are hard hit, gives them money to stay in the business 
and produce more next year. We do have now, and we have had 
more or less constantly, an oversupply of all of these basic vegetables. 
At any time the market indicated that a farmer could make a profit 
out of it, he has gone in and overplanted. The Government did 
spend some $800 million in the potato program. Did it solve any 
of the problems of the potato grower or the industry generally. 

Mr. Surron. Will the gentleman yield? Two percent of the 
farmers; let us not classify all of a farmers together. 

Mr. Kine. Another thing on your percentage. When these funds 
are used, it is not even the 30,000 farmers who are going to get this 
money, because if they use the program intelligently they are going 
to dip into just one section deal at a time, and maybe not more than 
500 farmers have participated in the deal 

Mr. McIntire. Will the gentleman vicld? 

Mr. Kine. Surely. 

Mr. McIntire. Then would it be your thought, Mr. King, that 

the same philosophy applies in relation to research money; the same 
philosophy applies in relation to programs on cotton, wheat, all other 
activities of the Department of Agriculture which in a sense lend 
stability in agriculture, either through more efficient marketing or 
production methods, and also stability in agriculture through the 
medium of the present legislation? 

In other words, following through on vour philosophy, then, all 
price-support operations currently applying to the basic commodities; 
all funds currently applying to research in merchandising, research in 
production problems relative to insect control, in view of the current 
supply of foodstuffs, are not funds which should be used in agriculture? 

Mr. Kine. Of course, 1 do not know why you inject the word 
“research” into it, because it is an entirely different proposition. I 
have constantly supported all phases of research, including that which 
has been applied to marketing, and the dissemination of information. 
The evil of price support is that it picks up the individual farmer who 
is basically a speculator and rescues him from his speculation. Con- 
sequently he has not the risk that there should be in the business to 
give us constant and intelligent adjustment of supply to demand. 
Certainly it did not exist in the potato business; and while I do not 
want to get off the basic issue, when it comes to the vegetable busi- 
ness I am sure that it is such a fast-growing business the Govern- 
ment has no business being in it whatsoever; they cannot keep up with 
it. The solution of the problem here, inste ad of trying to put potatoes 
in the classification with fruits and vegetables, should be an amend- 
ment here to completely eliminate this program as applied to all fruits 
and vegetables. 
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Mr. ArBerr. Will you yield, Mr. King? 
Mr. Kine. Sure ly. 
Mr. Aubert. You will admit, though, if we are going to keep that 


section of the act, 1t 1s dist riminatory to keep irish potatoes out do 
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\ir. Harvey. I believe I have none now, Mr. Chairman 


\ir. Hint. Mr. Wampler? 

\ir. WAMPLE! No 

\ir. Hinit. Mr. Harrison? 

Nir HARRISON No 

\ir. Survron. Mr. Grange, let me ask you this. All I know is what 
| read in the newspapers. Is it a fact that all of our caves, so to speak, 
or storage facilities are about full of potatoes right now? 

Mr. Grance. I do not know, sir. 

Mr. Surron. Would this cause us to have to build more storage 
facilities? 

Mr. Graner. No, sir, | cannot conceive under the provisions of 
this discretionary authority of any type of program that would be 


84671—53—8 








14 POTATOES 


affect: potatoes that would re quire storage fac ilities. In accordance 
with the terms of the present Lori ltural Act of 1949, the ability 
of the Department to dispose of anv stocks acquired would mean 
that they would have to be limited to a useful secondary outlet. And 
storage of course is not m itself an outlet. Certainlv that is true 
on somethi at is subject to deterioration, such as potatoes; and 


of course it would rule out any possibility of dumping or something 
like that that had to be resorted to under the old program. One 
other thing, if | may add this The total cost of the price-support 
program, just for the record, was $566 million 

Mr. Surron. I just quoted Mr. King on the $800 million figure. 
lL did not know the exact tigure 

Mr. GRANGI It was $566 million 

Mr. Atsertr. Do vou think we should write in more restrictive 
provisions if we pass this bill? In other words, lay down the criteria 
and take awav the discretion of the Department? We get criticized 
a lot for not assuming our own responsibility and turning it over to 


the Department and then blaming them if it goes wrong. 


Mr. Granee. | could not speak for the Department on that, sir. 
That is some thine that I have not discussed. 

Mr. Ho If there are no other questions, we thank you very much, 
Mr. Grange. The bell has not rung. If there is no objection, we 
will start the next witness because our time is short Mr. Bemis, of 


United Fresh Fruit and Vegetable Association. Will you give your 
1ame to the reporter, Mr. Bemis, and proceed with your statement. 


STATEMENT OF KRIS BEMIS, SECRETARY OF THE POTATO DIVI- 
SION, UNITED FRESH FRUIT AND VEGETABLE ASSOCIATION 


NI Bemis. My name is Kris Bemis I am the secretary of the 
potato division of the United Fresh Fruit and Vegetable Association. 
Mr. Chairman, my statement is short, about three pages With vour 
consent, sir, | shall read it 

Mii Hr Proceed 

Mr. Bemis. This statement in support of H. R. 3895 is offered by 
the potato division of the United Fresh Fruit and Vegetable Associa- 
tion This division 1s 1 e up of approximately 260 individuals and 
firms encaged in growing, shipping, and distributing potatoes through- 
out e United States It is a division within the United Fresh Fruit 
and Vegetable Association and its members are all members of the 
latter or l] That organization is a national trade association with 


headquarters in Washineton. D. C.. having approximately 3.000 


members who reside in all the States and who are engaged in growing. 
packing, shipping, and distributing all fresh fruits and vegetables. 


Offices of the potato division are at the national headquarters of the 
United. The writer of this statement is the secretary of the potato 
division at the United offices. 

H. R. 3895 would repeal section 5 of Public Law 471, thereby 
removing a prohibition against price support for potatoes unless 
marketing quotas are in effect with respect to them. The bill would 
remove potatoes from title I] of the Agriculture Act of 1949 wherein 
they are designated a nonbasic agricultural commodity. The effect 
of this action would be to allow the Secretary of Agriculture to con- 
sider potatoes with other nonbasic agricultural commodities under 
title III and other sections of that law. Particularly it would permit 
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lion bushels to a total of 15.8 million. The final crop estimate for the 
United States as of last December 1 was 347 million bushels, an addi- 
tion of 10 million bushels to the visible supply. We have had serious 
difficulties in marketing portions of the 1952 crop at a price return- 
ing the cost of production to producers; many of them have sus- 
tained losses 

Potato producers are presently not protected by section 22 of the 
Agricultural Adjustment Act which authorizes the President to impose 
emergency duties or quotas upon the importation of articles which 
would render ineffective or materially interfere with loan, purchase, 
or other programs of the Department of Agriculture. Nor are they 
protected under section 104 of the Defense Production Act, since that 
section applies generally to dairy products and rice. Passage of H. R. 
3895 would at least place potatoes under such protection as section 22 
of the Agricultural Adjustment Act can afford. 

A table giving potato production in the United States and Canada 
from 1947 through 1952, and the imports of seed and table stock from 
Canada into the United States from the season 1947-48 to date 
accompanies this statement. 

Mr. Hitu. Without objection that table will be inserted in the record 
of the hearings at this point. 

(The table follows: ) 


Potatoes, production, United States and Canada, and United States imports from 
Canada 








Production (million United States imports from Canada 
bushels (bushels 

y ear —e — — Season ian eee eS et ts 

a . Canada — lable Total 
1947 389. 0 75.1 1947-48 2, 327, 100 901, 800 3, 228, 900 
1948 449.8 75.0 1948-49 6, 682, 600 1, 966, 900 8, 649, 500 
1949 402.3 71.0 1949-50 5, 513, 800 3, 767, 300 | 9, 281, 100 
1950 429.8 74.0 1950-51 2, 959, 900 1, 868, 000 4, 827, 900 
1951 $20. 5 48.3 1951-52 1, 203, 600 149,019 | 1, 352, 619 
1952 347. 5 58.8 1 1952-53 1,872,531 | 1,229,236 | 3,101,767 


1To May 9, 1953. 


Mr. Bemis. It has been stated that the purpose of H. R. 3895 is not 
to restore price support to the potato industry, but merely to permit 
potato producers to have available the same services from the Secre- 
tary of Agriculture that are available to other producers of fresh fruits 
and vegetables. In agreement with this statement of principle, and 
desiring that the bill go no further than to accomplish this objective, 
we approve H. R. 3895. 

Mr. Hity. Thank you, Mr. Bemis. The bells have rung for a 
quorum call. We will have to dismiss and come back tomorrow 
morning. The committee will meet in the morning at 9:30. This 
hearing will resume at 10:30. Can you be here at 10:30 tomorrow 
morning? 

Mr. Bemis. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Hiuu. We hope you will be here tomorrow to answer questions. 
Thank you very much, Mr. Bemis. 

(Thereupon, at 11:10 a. m., the committee adjourned until 9:30 
a. m., Wednesday morning, May 27, 1953.) 
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WEDNESDAY, MAY 27, 1953 


Hovust or REPRESENTATIVES, 
COMMITTEE ON AGRICULTURE, 
Washington, D.C. 
The committee met at 10:07 a. m., pursuant to adjournment, in 


room 1310, New House Office Building, the Honorable William 5. 
Hill presiding. 

Present: Representatives Hill, Harvey, Melntire, Williams, 
King, Wampler, Gathings, Abernethy, Albert, Polk, Wheeler, 
Thompson, and Jones. 

Mr. Hitu. We will begin our hearings on H. R. 3895, giving potato 
producers the same Government services now available for other 
vegetables and fruits. The witness, if he is here, should be Mr. Kris 
Bemis. J think you had finished your statement vesterday and we 
were ready to ask you questions. So be seated and we will start 
where we left off as of vesterday. For the benefit of the committee 
members who were not present yesterday, this is Mr. Kris Bemis of 
the United Fresh Fruit & Vegetable Association. His address 
Washington, D.C. Mr. MelIntire, vou are first on the agenda. 


FURTHER STATEMENT OF KRIS BEMIS, UNITED FRESH FRUIT & 
VEGETABLE ASSOCIATION, WASHINGTON, D. C. 


Mr. McIntire. Mr. Chairman, for the benefit of those Members 
who were not able to be here vesterday, I would like to ask Mir. Bemis 
to just state briefly what his organization consists of in order that these 
members of the committee might have an opportunity to observe his 
interest in this legislation 

Mr. Bemis. Congressman, I represent the potato division of the 
United Fresh Fruit & Vegetable Association. The division is made 
up of approximately 260 individuals and firms which are engaged in 
growing, shipping, and distributing potatoes throughout the United 
States. That division is a division within the United Fresh Fruit & 
Vegetable Association, which is a national trade association with 
headquarters here, having approximately 3,000 members who reside 
in all parts of the country and who are engaged in growing, packing, 
shipping, and distributing all fresh fruits and vegetables. 

The potato division offices are located in the offices of the United 
in Washington. 

Mr. Hitx. If I understand correctly, if vou will allow the Chair to 
30 state, you favor this legislation? 

Mr. Bemis. That is correct, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Hitu. Mr. Gathings, any questions? 

Mr. Garuinas. No questions. 
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Under title III, potatoes would also be eligible for price support not 
in excess of 90 percent of parity when feasible without restriction as 
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written in there so that other specially designated nonbasic agri- 
cultural commodities were given special treatment, because at that 
time I think they were in considerable distress for various reasons. 
Section 201 of the act of 1949, for instance, set up the price support 
for wool, tung nuts, honey, Irish potatoes, butterfat and the products 
of milk and butterfat as follows: Wool, not to exceed 90 percent and 
not less than 60 percent in order to encourage the production of 
approximately 360,000,000 pounds of shorn wool. And the price of 
tung nuts, honey, and early, intermediate, and late Irish potatoes, 
respectively, would he supported through lone purchases and other 
operations not m excess of 90 percent or not less than 60 percent. 
And the price 0} butterfat and the various product ; not to exceed 90 
percent nor less than 75 percent. That was title I] which was 
specially written because at that time there was considerable distress 
in some of these products. 

Later, in law 471, section 4 in the first place, because of the big 


surplus of potatoes which was flooding the program, said that 


After the enactment of this legislation, no price support shall be made available 
for any Irish potatoes for the 1950 crop with respect to which marketing orders 
under the Agricultural Marketing Agreement Act of 1937, as amended, have 


been disapproved by producer 


There was a move at that time to get marketing agreements under 


the administration of the Department of Agriculture to handle a 
program ior potatoes by clive ’ston and by keeping the less desirable 
crades off the market, and so forth, which is in accordance with the 
marketing agreement law 

it said 

With re spe to the 1950 crop, price supports shall be limited to potatoes 
produced by eligible produces vhich are of a grade not lower than U.S. No. 2. 
Now, secti 5 said for the crop year 1951, the following year aod 
thereafter 

No price support shall be made available for any Irish potatoes unless marketing 

as are in effect with respe » such potatoes. 


Of course that would be an impossible condition I think in the potato 
industry to get marketing quotas voted by the producers, as scattered 
as the production is. So it was practically a prohibition against any 
further potato programs in the Department of Agriculture. 

Mr. Jones. Thank you 

Mr. Hirt. Thank you very much. The next witness, as I have 
them here, is Mr. Sol Lavitt 


STATEMENT OF SOL LAVITT, VICE PRESIDENT, NATIONAL 
POTATO COUNCIL, WASHINGTON, D. C. 


Mr. Lavirr. Iam Sol Lavitt, potato grower from Ellington, Conn., 
and vice president of the National Potato Council. I have a prepared 
statement. With your kind permission I will read it into the record. 
If you will just bear with me for a moment, I would like to just intro- 
duce a few of my fellow directors of the National Potato Council who 
have been in session with me for the past 2 days and who helped to 
prepare this statement. 

Mr. William Case, of Fargo, N. Dak., executive secretary of the 
Red River Valley Potato Growers Association; Don Maupin, execu- 








POTATOES 21 


tive secretary of the Kern County Potato Growers Association, Bak- 
ersfield, Calif.; Jack Queeney, executive secretary of the New Jersey 
Potato Industry Committee of Freehold, N. J.; Winslow Whitely, a 
member of the Idaho Tax Commission, potato grower and shipper of 
Oakley, Idaho; A. F. Author, of Homestead, Fla., president of the 
Florida Potato Council; and Don Stewart, chairman of area 3, Potato 
Control Board of Colorado. 

With vour permission, sir, I will read my statement. 

Mr. Hinn. Yes, sir; proceed. 

Mr. Lavirr. This statement, in support of H. R. 3895, was prepared 
by a special committee of the directors of the National Potato Coun- 
cul and represents the considered opinion of the council on this legis- 
lation. The National Potato Council is made up of representatives 
of all potato-producing sections of the United States and is the only 
national organization made up entirely of potato producers or their 
direct representatives. H. R. 3895 would repeal section 5 of Public 
Law 471, Slst Congress. Section 5 was enacted primarily to compel 
potato producers to adopt marketing quotas as a condition of eligi- 
bility for price support under title Il of the Agricultural Act of 1949. 
The National Potato Council does not object to such primary pur- 
pose. However, accepted interpretation of this act has gone far 
beyond this and has denied to potato producers equity in legislation 
now available to producers of all other commodities. The National 
Potato Council does not believe such was the intent of the Congress. 
The purpose of H. R. 3895 is to remove this discrimination and place 
potatoes under title III of the Agricultural Act of 1949 along with 
all other fruits and vegetables. 

Potatoes are more generally grown than any other field crop. 
While a large portion of the commercial crop is produced on a limited 
number of farms, there are many areas where the crop is, to a large 
extent, produced by small growers of from 1 to 10 acres. Conse- 
quently the welfare of the potato industry affects a large number of 
farmers. Production and marketing costs are high and small growers 
usually suffer most when prices are low. 

The National Potato Council is fully in agreement with the opinion 
that the potato industry should work out its own salvation. How- 
ever, it believes that much sound development work does require a 
limited amount of Government cooperation. H. R. 3895 would make 
section 32 funds available, at the discretion of the Secretary of Agri- 
culture, to assist in encouraging new uses and developing new markets. 

The potato crop is very sensitive to annual climatic conditions. 
Any given acreage planted has the possibility of resulting in a serious 
surplus, or a serious shortage. The Government apparently recog- 
nizes some responsibility to producers and consumers alike, and each 
year publishes recommendations on the acreage to be planted. 
Because of favorable growing conditions, such recommended acreages 
have often, in the past, produced crops of potatoes large enough to 
force prices below the cost of production. During those years a very 
limited program to divert a small amount of the lower grades to 
nonfood uses would have kept many producers solvent and still given 
the consumers a liberal supply of the best grades, at very reasonable 
prices. 
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Mr. Hitt. Turn back to page 1. In the third paragraph you say: 
The National Potato Council does not object to such primary purpose— 
meaning the repeal of the law. Then you say: 


However, accepted interpretation of this act has gone far beyond this and has 
denied to potato producers equity in legislation now available to producers of all 


other e mmodities. 


If vou will allow me to make this statement, I listened to all the 
testimony before and I was quite surprised when this bill was intro- 
duced because I did not know we put potatoes clear out in the dark. 
I do not believe, as I recall, that we ever had any intention in this 
committee of making it impossible for section 32 funds or section 22 
funds to cover potatoes the same as it covered any other crop. I 
think that was an oversight completely—I am just talking personally 

and I do not believe this committee ever inte nded to do that to 
potatoes. 

Mr. Lavirr. I certainly appreciate your comment, sir. 

Mr. Hinty. Let me ask another question along that line. If I 
remember correctly your council appeared before our committee 
several times. You supported the change that we made giving you 
the right and stating the fact that vou did not want the program that 
was being carried on at that time by the Department of Agriculture 
in disposing of und the le carrying out of the program. 

Mr. Lavrrr. Yes, s : that i is correct, sir. 

Mr. Hiti. Any seostinen? Mr. King? 

Mr. King. Does it not seem a little unusual that the National 
Potato Council, who has so often fought for a free economy in the 
potato field and objected to Government interference, and even to 
Government aids, is now here indorsing a bill which for the most 
part only puts them back in position to receive that Government 
assistance which you and your council have so often criticized? 

Mr. Lavirr. That is true to a certain degree, Congressman King. 
We stil very definitely take the stand that we are not looking for a 
price-support program as such. We do feel, for example, _ past 
3 or 4 months, after the January 19 stocks-on-hand figure was issued 
showing, I believe, some 19 million bushels of 1952 potatoes on an nd 
more than the year previous, that with a very small amount of money 
at that parti ular time to have been used in the diversion of the low- 
grade potatoes—which, if removed from human consumption, from 
the normal channels—would have corrected a situation that we all 
know now has been very disastrous. Potato prices dropped dras- 
tically from January 19 until April. Justa little bit of help there—— 

Mr. Kina. A little bit of help. If that condition was due to a mis- 
estimate of 19 million bushels, the only way to realine the market 
situation would be for the Government to buy 19 million bushels of 
potatoes and give them away. How can you say these diversion pro- 
grams do not cost the Government money? 

Mr. Lavirr. Congressman, my thought there is certainly not that 
the Government should have purchased anywhere near 19 million 
bushels. 

Mr. Kine. Will you tell me then what they could have done to help 
the situation without so doing? 

Mr. Lavirr. Yes, I will try to, sir. That is this: The 19-million- 
bushel figure that I used, I believe, is the difference between what 
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or two of the Jate State areas; but potatoes are peculiar in this respect, 
that if the situation is corrected it affects the entire late market 
almost coast to coast although the backing up of these potatoes may 
only be in one particular area. But the market price of Maine 
potatoes Is ver\ clo ely related to the market price of potatoes in 
New York State, Michigan, the Red River Valley, and so on. If we 
could relieve a particular situation with the expenditure of a minimum 
amount of money, we believe that potatoes would not have dropped 
so drastically in such a short period of time and created such a chaotic 
condition. 
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I think the psychological effect of having removed a million or 
2 million bushels of the poorer qualities would have been tremen- 
dously helpful. 

Mr. Hiux. Any other questions? Mr. Thompson? 

Mr. THomrson. Do you represent only the market producers of 
potatoes? 

Mr. Lavirr. Potato growers, sir. 

Mr. THomrson. Those who grow for the market? 

Mr. Lavirr. That is right, sir. 

Mr. THompson. Someone said in testimony yesterday that only 
2 percent of the producers produce some 80-0dd percent of the mar- 
keted potatoes. Is that about it? 

Mr. Lavirr. I believe I heard that testimony yesterday, Congress- 
man Thompson. 

Mr. Tuompson. The others, of course, just grow for their own use? 

Mr. Lavirr. Not exactly for their own use. I could pick any State 
at random here in the publication Potatoes issued by the United States 
Department of Agriculture in October 1952, which concerns the num- 
ber of growers and the size of their acreage operations—just turning 
the page at random here to the State of Tennessee, farmers growing 
potatoes of less than 1 acre are approximately 100,000. Then from 
1 to 2 acres, 3,250 growers; from 2 to 3 acres, 623 growers; from 3 to 
10 acres, 654 growers. 

Mr. THompeson. To expedite the hearing, may I ask you to get the 
permission of the chairman to place that in the record at this point. 
Then I can refer to it. I do not want to take up the time of the com- 
mittee. I am just trying to get this tremendous industry in my mind. 
I was surprised with the statement that only two percent grow some 
eighty-odd percent of the potatoes. Mr. Chairman, may [ request that 
the table be placed in the record at this point? 

Mr. Lavirr. I will be very happy to place it in the record, Mr. 
Chairman. 

Mr. Tuompson. Is there another table in there that shows what 
States produced any considerable amount of marketed potatoes? 

Mr. Lavirr. Yes, Congressman Thompson. I believe this will 
show not only the number of acres, but also it will show the percentage 
of production in bushels. I think that you will find some very inter- 
esting information in this. 

Mr. Tuompson. It will be very interesting to me, Mr. Chairman, 
if we could have that also inserted in the record. 

Mr. Hitu. It would not be of any use in putting all the States in 
because some of them produce such a small amount for the market. 
Do you have all the 48 States in the Union there, or just the ones that 
produce the greatest amount of potatoes? 

Mr. Lavitr. I believe this covers the entire potato production of 
the United States, sir. 

Mr. Hiv. Without objection, the table will be inserted into the 
record at this point. 

(The table from the publication Potatoes is as follows: ) 
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i 
in relation to the position of your council in previous testimony, is it 
a sound observation that that was in relation to a period when Irish 
potatoes were under mandatory price support and that this bill 
provides for removing them from the earlier mandatory support and 
placing them in an area of discretionary support? 

Mr. Lavirr. That is correct, Congressman MelIntire. 

Mr. Hini. Mr. Gathings? 

\ir. Garuines. I just wondered what the potato producers have 
done to cut down on excess production? There was a reason at the 
time we wrote this 1949 act to leave potatoes out from this category 
of the act, nonbasic commodities. I just wondered what you are 
doing from the producers’ standpoint to level off your production so 
that you would produce enough to meet the needs of the domestic 
requirement, but at the same time remove so much of the surplus. 

Mr. Lavirr. I am very happy you asked that question, Congress- 
man. The history of the potato production in the past 12 or 15 years 
has been very interesting. I think the most important single point 
in why we went through the potato fiasco, so called, was that the 
Department of Agriculture each year set up a goal acreage. The 
potato industry in every single year grew less acres than the goal 
acreage proposed by the Department of Agriculture, but we were in 
a period of new developments in growing—principally insecticides 
and fungicides—and our yields per acre rose so drastically that each 
year we were growing less acres and still, because of these new methods, 
we were producing more and more potatoes in the overall. 

But never, during this entire 10- or 15-year period did we at any time 
vrow even the acreage that th Department of Agriculture suggested. 

9 


Mir. Garuinas. Is that situation existing today? What about 





yo 1952 fieure? 
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lowest ( f potat ! ( n LOO years, I think. 
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supply of good grade potatoes available to the comsuming public. 
l just wondered whether or not these improved methods that vou 
speak of have resulted in producing more potatoes than are re juired 
by the consuming public? 

Mr. Lavirr. The truth is we are able to produce so many more per 
acre that it requires less acres than it did just 10 vears ago. 

Mr. Gatrurnes. Do you think voluntary means will get the job 
accomplished that is sought? 

Mr. Lavirr. It is very true, after a good price year in any agri- 
culture, you generally see an increase in production to some degree 
After a poor price Vvear, you see generally a clecrease in productio i the 
following year. The potato situation is such that it must clean up 
within a 12-month period, and we start over brandnew again. We 
believe that there is a lot to be done in improvement of quality, 
improvement of grading and marketing practices; and there again we 
tie it right back to this. We think that the industry, with a program 
of its own, in cooperation with the Department of Agriculture, can 
come up with a lot of good helpful suggestions and plans and ways and 
means to bring about this more balanced production and supply of 
good quality potatoes to you, sir, of the tvpe that you like at a reason- 
able price to both the consumer and the producer. 

Mr. Gatuines. Let me ask for just a litthe more information. 
This is quite mteresting to me to have you explain this. What do 
vou do with these culls, so to speak, the potato that does not come up 
to standards? 

Mr. Lavirr. In certain areas, sir, they are diverted into starch; in 
other areas—this practice has become quite prevalent—they are used 
for livestock feeding. We are very hopeful that with this type of 
legislation we can find new and more numerous ways of using these 
off-grade potatoes ' 

Mr. Garuincs. Is your Council engaged in research on that 
particular problem? 

Mr. Lavirr. Not directly, sir. We are very interested in working 
with and through research setups which are now in operation. There 
is a very outstanding project going on in the Red River Valley. The 
United States Department of Agriculture is working in many ways. 
We hope that in the future our work will be concentrated more and 
more in that particular avenue of finding the answers to some of 
these problems. 

Mr. Garuines. You are doing a good job in furnishing us good 
potatoes. I want to ask you: How do you provide the American 
housewife with good potatoes 365 days a vear?) You spoke a moment 
ago about the Potato Belt starting in Maine, the New York potato; 
you moved over into Michigan, the Red River Valley, and across 
into Idaho. How do you keep these potatoes so that the housewife 
can get potatoes throughout the year in America? That is amazing 
to me. 

Mr. Lavirr. Sir, potatoes are grown in almost every State in the 
Union. Potatoes are peculiar as a crop in this respect, that in every 
month of the year potatoes are being planted and also harvested at 
some place in these United States. Therefore Mr. and Mrs. Consumer 
are always able to get potatoes throughout the entire 12-month period. 

Mr. Kina. Mr. Chairman, I would like to ask Mr. Lavitt one more 
question. You do consider, do you not, Mr. Lavitt, that the present 
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distress in the potato industry is the logical consequence of the market 
a year ago when prices were high and that the large present supply 
of potatoes is due mainly to that profit incentive which was there 
before producers at that time? 

Mr. Lavirr. Congressman King, are you referring to the new crop 
of 1953 potatoes coming in now, or the holdover of 1952? 

Mr. Kina. I am referring to the general market situation of stored 
potatoes this winter that just passed. What was the incentive that 
produced such a tremendous crop of potatoes? 

Mr. Lavirr. Congressman, it is interesting in this respect, that we 
all base our knowledge on Government crop estimates as to how many 
potatoes there are and how many potatoes we need. 

Mr. Kine. You also pay attention to prevailing prices at the time? 

Mr. Lavirr. Very definitely. 

Mr. Kine. Which were very high a year ago. 

Mr. Lavrrr. The point I was going to bring out, sir, was that all 
during last fall Government crop estimates each month showed that 
the possible production was just about in line with the normal needs 
of the country. The market price of potatoes was at a very firm level. 
When the final crop estimate was issued it showed an increase in 
planted acreage of some 10,000 acres, and by reason of that 10,000 
additional acre figure multiplied by the average yield per acre which 
the Department used, it raised the total crop production from three- 
hundred-and-twenty-million-odd, which they predicted in September, 
up to 347 million. 

Mr. Kine. You do not think, do you, that 1 farmer out of 100, 
| potato producer out of 100, pays any attention to the Government 
estimates? 

Mr. Lavirr. Sir, that figure is becoming more and more of interest 
to potato growers, particularly this past year. 

Mr. Kine. It may be of interest to the executives of the council, 
but when the individual farmer decides to plant potatoes, not 1 in 100 
has the slightest idea as to what the Government is predicting. He is 
paving attention to that price; he is measuring his profit opportunity 
and when that price is high and he has had a wonderful season, he 
just cannot help but go back into it heavily. There is not 1 in 100 of 
that would have any idea of what the Government is predicting in the 
wavy of acreage. 

Mr. Lavirr. Sir, the acreage planted in 1952 was either a slight 
reduction or just about the same as the 1951 acreage. I just do not 
recall it, but it was so close it was not a factor. We had a lot of poor 
growing weather, as we all know; and during the early harvest season 
it looked as though it would be a crop on the short side rather than the 
long side. Then when this final crop estimate came out and showed 
this additional acreage, which we never knew was there, and raised 
the estimate up to 347 million, the psychological effect of that report 
was tremendous. The impact on the price in the market place just 
created a very disastrous situation. 

Mr. Kina. Then you might agree that perhaps there is more damage 
than good in the Government’s system of crop estimating. 

Mr. Lavirr. | am very hopeful that there could be an improvement 
in the crop estimates, because I think they are terribly important to 
all of us in the production of fruits and vegetables, particularly pota- 
toes. 
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Mr. Hitt. We thank you very much. We want to hasten along. 
Maybe we can hear another witness. Following Mr. Lavitt’s testi- 
mony, I have a request from Mr. E. F. Leach, the executive secretary 
of the Potato Industry Council of Maine, Inc., to have his remarks 
placed in the record. If there is no objection, his remarks will be 
inserted in the record at this point. 

(The statement by E. F. Leach of the Potato Industry Council of 
Maine, Inc., is as follows:) 


STATEMENT OF E. F. Leacu, EXecurive SECRETARY OF THE Potato INDUSTRY 
CouNciIL OF MAINE 

Realizing that H. R. 3895 is designed to remove the discriminatory aspect of 

Public Law 471, 81st Congress, as related to potatoes, and to bestow upon potatoes 

the same benefits as those granted other fresh fruits and vegetables under title 


II] of the Agricultural Act of 1949, I wish to go on record as endorsing this 
legislation. 


Being a member of the National Potato Council I wish to further establish that 
I am in unqualified accord with the testimony presented by that organization to 
this committee. 

Mr. Hitz. The next witness I have on the list is John Lynn, of the 
American Farm Bureau Federation. 


STATEMENT OF JOHN C. LYNN, LEGISLATIVE DIRECTOR, 
AMERICAN FARM BUREAU FEDERATION 


Mr. Lynn. My name is John C. Lynn. I am legislative director 
of the American Farm Bureau Federation. With your permission, 
sir, I would like to read this statement. It is very short. 

We appreciate the opportunity to appear before this committee to 
express the views of the American Farm Bureau Federation with re- 
gard to the proposed potato legislation. The American Farm Bureau 
Federation recommends that there be no potato legislation at this 
time. The recommendation is made after careful consideration of the 
matter by potato producers. Now, Mr. Chairman, I would like to 
give you a little history of how we have arrived at this position. 

The American Farm Bureau Federation fruit and vegetable ad- 
visory committee, which includes 5 representatives from each of the 
4 Farm Bureau regions, discussed the potato situation, and specifically 
H. R. 3895, at their March 30-31, 1953, meeting. The following 
recommendation was made by the fruit and vegetable advisory 
committee and approved by the American Farm Bureau Federation 
board of directors of April 2, 1953: 

The AFBF fruit and vegetable advisory committee recommends no legislative 
action regarding potatoes at this time and urges that the AF BF arrange, if neces- 
sary, for a meeting of the potato subcommittee of the fruit and vegetable ad- 
visory committee to study the potato situation, at State expense. 

After announcement that hearings were to be held on the proposed 
potato legislation and in line with the recommendation of the American 
Farm Bureau Federation fruit and vegetable committee, a meeting 
of the potato advisory subcommittee was held on May 18-19 in 
Washington, D. C., in order to obtain the best current thinking of 
potato producers on the matter and to review generally the potato 
situation. Potato producers from the following State farm bureaus 
were represented at this meeting: New York, Delaware, Pennsyl- 
vania, New Jersey, Kentucky, Virginia, North Carolina, Kansas, 


“ 
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Indiana, Ohio, preer North Dakota, Idaho, and Colorado 
Representatives of the Rhode Island Association of Farmers were 
present and participated in the discussion. 

The American Farm Bureau Federation advisory subcommittee 
recommendation of “‘no potato legislation at this time’’ was approved 
by the exe Ure committee of the board of directors of the American 
Farm Bureau Federation in line with the previous action of the Ameri- 
can Farm Sabeun Federation board and the American Farm Bureau 
Federation fruit and vegetable advisory committee. I might add, 
sir, that this approval was given yesterday afternoon at a special 
meeting of the American Farm Bureau Federation executive com- 
mittee 

The recommendation of the American Farm Bureau Federation 
that there be no potato legislation at this time is based on the think- 
ine of potato producers. Since basic changes in the Agricultural Act 
of 1949 are expected to be considered in the next session of Congress, 
we believe this would be a better time to develop anv legislation on 
potatoes that might be advisable. Congress has indicated that 1953 
is to be a year of study in which the complete farm program is to be 
reviewed. This committee has itself indicated that it plans to hold 
such hearings. We suggest therefore that legislation with regard to 
potatoes should be considered when the entire farm program is re- 
\ iewed. 

Potato growers believe that it is unsound to make any legislative 
policy for an individual agricultural commodity without considering 
the relationship of that commodity in the de velopment of a balanced 
farm program. This is particularly true in the case of potatoes be- 
cause they are grown in widely scattered areas and at many seasons 
of the year. In addition, the former potato support program created 
a great deal of criticism of potatoes and the whole farm program, 
For these additional reasons, we suggest that anv legislative change 
for potatoes should be made at the same time legislative action is con- 
sidered on other agricultural commodities. 

If I might add, Mr. Chairman, parenthetically, we will be accused 
within a very few minutes, after this statement is concluded, of being 
against the potato farmer. I would like to say categorically we have 
gone through the most detailed process in order to try to find out the 
best thinking of potato farmers. I can say to you that it is our opinion, 
which is being reflected here, that the potato producers of this country 
do not want any potato legislation at this time. We feel, therefore, 
that we are expressing the view as near as we can get it of the potato 
producers with regard to this matter. 

Mr. Garuines. How many atte mnded this meeting in May? 

Mr. Lynn. There were about 25 pe ople. I have a list of the names 
of those people who were present, their names and addresses. I have 
also a list here of the potato advisory committee of the American Farm 
Bureau Federation board, their names and addresses, and the Ameri- 
can Farm Bureau Federation board itself. You will find, if you want to 
examine these names, that the discussion is that it is trying to express 
the opinion of producers from all over the United States. I can give 
you the exact number, sir, if you would like it, 24. 

Mr. Garurneas. I just wondered whether the meeting got broad 
coverage in those States that produce the major proportion of potatoes. 
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Mr. Lynn. We sent this letter to every State in the Nation telling 
them exactly what the meeting was about, that it was to discuss the 
whole potato situation, and specifically to discuss the McIntire bill, 
H. R. 3895, and for them to make recommendations as to what our 
position should be in regard to this bill. I might add that California 
and Maine were not at this meeting. They did send letters to the 
meeting expressing their views. 

Mr. Hitui. The Chair would like to make this plain now. If I 
understand your statement, you are not objecting directly to the bill. 
What you are objecting to is the timing. Is that correct? 

Mr. Lynn. That is right, sir. 

Mr. Hii. You are not making a statement that you are opposed 
to potatoes being placed in the same category with other vegetables. 
You are simply saying the objection of the organization you represent 
is to the timing. Correct? 

Mr. Lynn. That is what I am saying. But I would like to add, 
sir, that I firmly believe that the potato producers do not want any 
price support. When I talk of price support, I mean the action of 
the Commodity Credit Corporation in giving a percentage parity 
price support. I think the potato producers, when the appropriate 
time comes, certainly would like to see potatoes placed in the same 
category as other fruits and vegetables as to the availability of 
section 32 funds. I might add here that we disagree entirely with 
the decision of the Solicitor of both the former administration and of 
this administration in that they have excluded from the use of section 
32 funds potatoes on the basis of the language of the so-called Ellender 
Act. 

Mr. Huu. I am sure that the record will show your chairman 
attended the hearings on that bill in this House. I would like to ask 
you if you got the impression that we did not intend to exclude 
potatoes from section 32 funds? Was it your impression that we 
intended to? 

Mr. Lynn. My impression of this legislation at the time it was 
passed was that it was to get away from mandatory price supports 
on potatoes, either from 10 percent to 90 percent of parity. But 
it was our impression all the time that this did not exclude potatoes 
from the use of section 32 funds. We did not consider section 32 
funds as a part of the price support mechanism. If we consider 
section 32 funds as a part of the support price mechanism, then it 
is & Wrong conception in our way of thinking. That is not the pur- 
pose of section 32 funds. These funds are designed to help move 
surplus commodities to the market in an orderly manner. 

Mr. Hix. When was section 32 placed on the statue books? Can 
you tell us? 

Mr. Lynn. I am not sure of that date. 

Mr. Hiu. It preceded any price support program such as we 
have had in the last few years, I am sure. Does anyone in the room 
know when that bill was passed? 

Mr. GRANGE. 1935, sir. 

Mr. Hit. I am sure it was before I came to the House in 1941. 
So it could not have been a part of the ideas of those who promoted 
section 32 to be a part of the price support program. Any questions? 

Mr. McIntire. Mr. Chairman, I am confused on the basis of Mr. 
Lynn’s testimony, because he has stated that it would be the posi- 
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tion of the American Farm Bureau Federation that potatoes should 
be in the same position as other commodities in relation to section 
32 funds. 

Mr. Lynn. I think the correct statement is that at the time the 
whole farm program is to be considered and the relationship of com- 
modities to each other, when you begin to study the Agricultural Act 
of 1949, we will be prepared then to make recommendations with 
regard to this matter. I tried to say this, that it is my personal 
opinion that the potato producers at that time will support an amend- 
ment so as to make section 32 funds available for potatoes. 

Mr. Mclnvrire. Is it your understanding that this bill has that 
specific object, of making them eligible under section 32? 

Mr. Lynn. This bill does two things. It puts potatoes back in 
the position for price support; and at the same time it gives them 
the privilege of using section 32 funds. 

Mr. McIntire. It puts them in only title III, which is the category 
of “All other commodities.”” It puts them on an equal basis with 
all other commodities in title IT]. 

Mr. Hitt. Any more questions of Mr. Lynn? We thank you 
very much for your testimony. I know that some of the potato 
producers introduced a while ago have come a long distance. I know 
that Mr. Don Stewart of Greeley, Colo., representing the producers 
of the Greeley area, the St. Louis Valley, and western slope areas of 
Colorado, is from my section. I am wondering if anyone cannot 
return who would wish to file his statement? Mr. Stewart, since 
vou are from my own State, do you have a statement you want to 
file or a statement you wish to make? 

Mir. Srewarr. I had only an oral statement I would like to make, 
Mr. Hill, for about 2 minutes 

Mr. Hitt. We will just take vour testimony now. 


STATEMENT OF DON STEWART, GREELEY, COLO., REPRESENTING 
PRODUCERS OF GREELEY AREA, ST. LOUIS VALLEY, AND WEST- 
ERN SLOPE AREAS OF COLORADO 


Mr. Stewart. I am Don Stewart, manager of the Gilcrest: Potato 
Association at Gilerest, Colo., chairman of area 3 of the Potato Control 
Committee, which takes in all of the eastern half of Colorado, some 
2,000 potato producers and handlers; and I have been authorized to 
speak for the other two areas of Colorado. I would like to say this 
relative to the potato industry, that we in Colorado have a statewide 
marketing agreement, one of the few good ones operating, whereby 
we are attempting to answer the question of control, of quality and 
condition. We can through our boards at any time withhold from 
the market any size, grade, or quality of potatoes that is recommended 
by the growers to our board. 

In addition to that we are spending this year about $15,000 of our 
own money—no Government assistance—in attempting to develop 
some byproducts and some additional uses for all grades and all 
qualities of potatoes. 

Along the line of one question that came up about acreages and 
what farmers do, I would like to make this statement. The associa- 
tion that I operate was formed in 1940. The average yield in that 
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first vear was 120 bushels of potatoes. In 1950, with 143 less acres, 
our vield was 647 bushels of potatoes to the acre, with fewer members 
and fewer acres. In 1951 we dropped to 225. Last year we were 
back to 248. This vear it is a question. The acreage in my associa- 
tion has varied 143 acres in the last 3 vears, yet the production has 
fluctuated that much. 

Mr. Kina. It is a very speculative business; is it not? 

Mr. Hit. We have no time to question you because we have to 
get over to answer to our names. You may file an additional state- 
ment if you wish. We will follow this method because I do not know 
when the Chair will be able to call another meeting. 

[ have two telegrams in my hand that I want to put in the record 
at this point. One is from the Oregon Potato Commission, Ben 
Davidson, administrator, and the other one is from the Maine Farm 
Bureau Association, John B. Clough, secretary. Also, I have a short 
statement from Mr. John A. Winfield, secretary-treasurer of the North 
Carolina Potato Association which I would like to insert in the record. 
Without objection, these three documents will be inserted in the 
record at this point. 

(The two telegrams and Mr. Winfield’s statement are as follows:) 


May 5, 1953. 


All Oregon Representatives, Washington, D. C.: 
Oregon potato industry as represented by the Oregon Potato Commission 
they need and want House bili No. 3895 passed by Congress; 2,500 growers in 

Oregon need this legislation. 
OREGON Potato COMMISSION, 
Ben Davipson, Administrator. 


PRESQUE IsLE, Maine, May 27, 1948. 


Representative Cuirrorp G. McInrTIRe, 
House Office Building: 

Section 32 funds have been used effectively from time to time in dealing with 
surpluses of many fruits and vegetables. Part of these funds originate in the 
potato industry. Maine farmers believe that potatoes are entitled to the same 
consideration as other fruits and vegetables in the developme nt of school-lunch 
and other surplus-commodity programs and the use of section 32 funds. 

Although Maine farmers do not favor price-support programs such as are now 
in effect on basic commodities we urge favorable committee action on H. R. 3895 
to remove discrimination now in effect as regards potatoes. 


Maine Farm Bureau ASSOCIATION, 
Joun B. Ciouan, Secretary. 


STATEMENT OF JOHN A. WINFIELD, SECRETARY-TREASURER, NORTH CAROLINA 
Porato AssociaTION, RAuercH, N. C. 


The regular annual meeting of the North Carolina Potato Association was help 
in Washington, N. C., on May 16, 1953. The following resolution was adopted 
unanimously: 

“Resolved, That this association go on record favoring H. R. 3895, which will 
remove discrimatory legislation to permit potato producers to bring the problems 
of the industry to the Secretary of Agriculture and to have available for potato 
producers the same services that are available to all other producers of fruits and 
vegetables. This legislation will allow the Secretary of Agriculture at his dis- 
cretion to assist in the effective merchandising of potatoes during periods of 
abundant supply and low price and to purchase for school-lunch and institutional 
uses.” 
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Mr. Hitu. Mr. King asked, and was granted permission, to file a 
statement from the Pennsylvania Potato Growers Association. With- 
out objection that will be inserted in the record at this point. 

(The statement referred to above is as follows:) 


STATEMENT OF GEORGE W. TaLuMAN, DirecToR, PENNSYLVANIA COOPERATIVE 
Porato GROWERS ASSOCIATION, ALLENTOWN, Pa. 


Gentlemen of the committee, our association, appearing here in opposition to 
If. R. 3895, is composed entirely of farmer-growers of potatoes. Our decision to 
stand in opposition to this proposed legislation has been reached after our study of 
the facts presented herewith. 

1. In the history of our Nation, any and all legislation, affecting the potato 
industry with regard to the purchase of potatoes, diversion of potatoes for any 
other use than as their use as human food or for seed purposes, and any other 
Government program for the control of economic forces affecting potato prices, 
has had a detrimental and depressing effect upon the purchase and consumption 
of potatoes by the citizens of this Nation. This reduction in consumption is a 
serious threat to the potato industry and it is therefore our decision that any 
legislation for a Government program to support potato prices would be a hin- 
drance rather than a help to an industry that has stated its desire to ‘‘work out 
its own salvation.” 

2. Since H. R. 3895 provides means whereby under section 32, Public Law 320, 
surplus potatoes could be diverted into other uses than human food, it has been 
assumed by proponents of the bill that such surplus potatoes subsidized, would be 
potatoes of low grade and quality If then, such inferior stocks of potatoes were 
paid for by subsidy moneys, growers in such surplus producing areas would be 
encouraged to produce potatoes of inferior quality. 

Therefore, we believe that a subsidized diversion program of any sort is basically 
injurious to the industry 

3. Since H. RK. 3895 would permit the Secretary of Agriculture, under section 32 
Public Law 320, to support the price of potatoes by purchase or by subsidizing 
if stocks of potatoes in certain specific areas of production within this 








country, such action could be interpreted by growers in other areas to be prejudiced 
r direc ail out’’ assistance for speculative growers or growers who 
ery out for instead of helping themselves. This, then would further 

to destrov unity in an industry that has already expressed its desire by reso- 


lution and agreement to unite in an effort to cure its own ills 

1. The potato growers of Pennsylvania, ranking fifth in annual production of 
potatoes, vet comprised of a multitude of growers, are known as small growers 
‘ nall growers, we have obse1 ved the manipulation of the stocks of potatoes 
in the hands of large growers in this country so that those same large operators 
could best take advantage of existing legislation between the years 1942 and 1950, 
mselves, whether it was Federa! Treasury funds 





realize a return of monev to the 


or money received from the sale of potatoes to consumers. This case history 
proves that the large operator rather than the small grower is the most direct 
beneficiary of any potato price-assisting legislation. At the same time, the stigma 


ittached by public opinion to the potato industry as a result of this same cs 
history, hurts the small grower who must live with his fellow citizens just the 





same as the large grower must 

5. It is our opinion that H. R. 3895, known as the McIntire bill, was written 
with only the highest of motives on the part of its author. However, it is also our 
opinion that interested growers, within the potato industry, who are highly dis- 
pleased and dissatisfied with the current 1953 price and supply situation in the 
potato market, are the most vocal supporters of this bill because they feel that 
such a measure would provide them with a subsidy in times such as these first 
5 months of 1953 We have made the decision that if those same growers had 
conducted their business efforts in the last 6 months of 1952 in an orderly and 
well-managed plan, devoted to supplying the American consuming public with a 
normal amount of fairly priced potatoes every month in the year, then there would 
have been fair and equitable returns to all producers of potatoes sold from Sep- 
tember 1, 1952, through May 27, 1953. We Pennsylvania potato growers do not 
believe that any segment of the business world, agricultural or industrial, should 
ever expect the Federal Government, that is, the people of the United States, to 
come to its particular rescue when that industry finds itself in a sordid situation 
of its own creation 
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Pennsylvania potato growers are and have been members of the National 
Potato Council from its beginning. However, in this hearing, for the record, we 
wish to state our position as representing a minority group within the council 
opposed to H. R. 3895. We firmly believe that the basic solution to the problems 
of the potato industry can and will be accomplished only by the efforts of the 
members of that industry itself along the lines of better merchandising and the 
production of better quality potatoes. 

It is with extreme regret that we observe a situation where a producer group will 
present a united effort to gain legislation removing controls from potatoes, and 
then in less than a year’s time reverse their position by advocating any small 
amount of legislation that would inevitably invite controls. 

Therefore, with a desire for sincerity of purpose on the part of producers of 
potatoes as a food for the people of America, the Pennsylvania Cooperative 
Potato Growers Association stands opposed to H. R. 3895. 


Mr. Hitt. Without objection the statements of the following 
witnesses will be inserted into the record because of the time limitation 
on the hearing this morning: Mr. Harvey F. Noss, Cleveland, Ohio, 
executive vice president, National Potato Chip Institute; Mr. Jack 
B. Bishop, Wayland, N. Y., grower and shipper of potatoes; Mr. 
John Queeney, Jr., Freehold, N.J., New Jersey Potato Industry Com- 
mittee; and Mr. E. L. Mitchell, Indiana Potato Growers’ Association. 

(The statements listed above will appear as follows:) 


Tur NatrionaL Poraro Cuip Institute, 
Cleveland, Ohio, May 27, 1953 
Hon. Ciirrorp R. Horr, 
Chairman, House Committee on Agriculture and Forestry, 
House of Representatives, Washington, D. C. 

Dear Mr. CHAIRMAN AND MEMBERS OF THE CommiTTEE: The National Potato 
Chip Institute is comprised of 200 members who manufacture 90 percent of all 
the potato chips produced in the United States. This year the industry is cele 
brating the 100th birthday of the potato chip. The first potato chip was made 
in June 1853 by an Indian cook at Saratoga Springs, N. Y. 

The industry has so developed that in 1952 it processed 25% million bushels of 
of potatoes into potato chips. Compare this figure with only 3} million bushels 
processed in 1932. 

Usage last year was 9 percent of the 274 million bushels sold for food; the other 
processing industries such as canners, manufacturers of frozen french-fried 
potatoes, stews and hash, use an additional 5 million bushels 

The food processors are therefore becoming larger purchasers of potatoes and 
are presently buying the equivalent of 12 pounds per capita annually. This is 
in face of the national decline in potato consumption. 

The National Potato Chip Institute does not oppose the provisions of bill 
H. R. 3895 if the effect of the bill does not exceed the intent as expressed by Mr. 
McIntyre in a press release under date of April 23, 1953, which reads as follows: 

“Tt is not proposed that this legislation shall restore price support to the potato 
industry. 

“In Public Law 320, 74th Congress, the Congress provided a fund which the 
Secretary of Agriculture may, at his discretion, use to assist in the effective 
merchandising of perishable commodities during periods of abundant supply and 
low price; these funds are commonly called section 32 funds. Section 5 of Public 
Law 471, 81st Congress, specifically legislated against Irish potatoes 


“It is the purpose of H. R. 3895 to remove this discriminatory legislation, to 
permit potato producers to bring the problems of their industry to the Secretary 
of Agriculture, and to have available for potato producers the same services that 
are available to all other producers of fruits and vegetables. This legislation 


asks for no more, and I believe potato producers deserve no less than other pro 
ducers of fruits and vegetables.” 

The National Potato Chip Institute does not favor a price-support program on 
potatoes. 

We realize we must keep the potato farmer in business because, when he is 
forced to sell his potatoes at lower than cost, it only forces him to cut his acreage, 
which in turn results in a very small crop and brings about extremely high prices 
and situations such as we had in 1952. 
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We take this opportunity to compliment the Congress on its ability in establish- 
ing sound policies for the farmer, whose prosperity, in turn, constructively assists 


the economy of the Natio 


NatTIONAL Potato Crip INSTITUTE, 
H ARVEY F, Noss, 
Exec utive Vice President 


STATEMENT OF Jack B. BisuHor 


, Upstate New York Porato GrRowER 


area, 
H. R. 3895, it should be clearly understood that the funds 





ivailab 32 of Public Law 320, 74th Congress, is based on a per- 
centage cted as duties on agricultural commodities imported into 
ul Uni 1 Ste One of such commodities is potatoes. 
Until tl of Public Law 471, potatoes enjoyed the same position as 
ther a imodities under section 32. The largest amount of section 
32 fun ! potatoes was $2.2 million in 1940, when 15 million bushels 
were diverted to starch and livestock feed. 
Growers in upstate New York are extremely resentful that potatoes have been 
discriminated against We respectfully request this discrimination be corrected 


by the enactment of H. R. 3895. 


STATEMENT OF THE NEw J EY Porato INDUSTRY COMMITTEE 


My name is John Queeney, Jr., of Freehold, N. J. I am appearing on behalf 
of the New Jersey Potato Industry Committee, a grower organization which is 
financially supported by about 90 percent of the potato growers in the State and 
is actively directed by them. One of the paramount objectives of the committee 
is to seek improved methods of production and marketing 

We are appearing in support of H. R. 3895. We favor the principle of the bill, 
which would repeal section 5 of Public Law 471, which bars Irish potatoes from 
price support unless marketing quotas are in effect. Since there is no enabling 
legislation for potato-marketing quotas, Irish potatoes are the only crop which 
s barred from Government purchases for section 32 and school-lunch purposes. 
In other words, not a penny can be spent by the Government for the purchase of 
Irish potatoes for anv purpose We feel that this restriction, which applies to 
no other perishable commodity, is a discriminatory measure against Irish potatoes. 

Our understanding of the bill is that H. R. 3895 would make Irish potatoes 
eligible for price support at the discretion of the Secretary of Agriculture, along 
with all other nonbasic commodities; but in actual practice the Secretary has only 
exercised his discretion to the extent of using section 32 and school-lunch funds for 
limited relief purposes only. Citrus, apples, and some other perishable com- 
modities have received this type of aid, only Irish potatoes have been denied the 
use of these funds for limited relief purposes 

Let me emphasize again that H. R. 3895 does not set forth any Government 
support program for potatoes; it will only make section 32 and school-lunch funds 
available for limited relief purposes 

We feel that under existing laws potatoes are being discriminated against and 
that potatoes are important enough to be on an equal basis with other commodi- 
ties. Therefore, we endorse and favor passage of H. R. 3895 





STATEMENT OF FE. L. MircuHe.i, SECRETARY, INDIANA Potato GROWERS’ 
ASSOCIATION 


The potato growers of Indiana are definitely opposed to any support or control 
program on potatoes 

The best justification for this conclusion is experience. Supports and controls 
have been tried separately and in combination to the tune of millions of dollars; 
yet it has failed; so we want the Government to leave us alone for a while. 

Let us see how we can get along with the consumer. 


Hence, we urge that H. R. 3895 be indefinitely postponed. 
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Mr. Hitt. Mr. William Case, the executive secretary of the Red 
River Valley Potato Association, East Grand Forks, Minn., repre- 
senting both North Dakota and Minnesota, has requested permission 
to file a statement. Without objection, he may file that statement 
to be inserted into the record at this point when recely ed. 

The statement referred to has not been received.) 

Mr. Hixuu. The committee will adjourn subject to the call of the 
Chair. 

(Thereupon, at 11:15 a. m., the committee adjourned, subject to 
the call of the Chair.) 


x 





